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FAKE RED FIGURES 


Reading the newspapers 


these days, it is obvious 
that the prophets of doom are 
having a picnic. Of course, 

in looking at a nation’s eco- 
nomic picture,it is as danger 
ous to indulge in a Pollyanna 
optimism as it is to see the 
picture only inits darkest 
colors. But it is one thing 
to point to the bad spots in 
our economy in order to cor- 
rect them within the framework 
of our free-enterprise sys- 
tem. It is another thing to 
sell us on the idea that we 
are in a losing economic bat- 


tlewitha totalitarian system 
like communism — and that we 
must imitate it in order to 
beat it. This is what current 
prophets of doom, otherwise 
known as the ‘growth boys,’ 
are doing consciously or un- 
consciously. Even President 
Kennedy fell into this trap 
when he told us in his State 
ofthe Union message that ‘The 
most resourceful industrializ 
ed country on earth ranks 
among the last in the rate of 
economic growth.’ 

As we have pointed out be- 
fore, these ‘rate of growth’ 








figures can be very misleading. 
A communist country which 
produced one car last year 
and two this year had a 100- 
percent rate of growth. If we 
produced five million cars 
last year and only four mil- 
lion this year, our rate of 
growth has taken a big drop, 
but we still produced millions 
more cars than the Red nation. 

It would be a wonderful 
thing if President Kennedy, 
and especially the Harvard 
pundits with whom he has sur- 
rounded himself, would read 
an eye-opening analysis just 
released by the Senate In- 
ternal Security Committee. It 
was prepared by Dr. Colin 
Clark, a distinguished Brit- 
ish economist. Dr. Clark, in- 
stead of accepting the boast- 
ful propaganda figures on the 
communist system’s supposed 
economic growth, made a care- 
ful and detailed study of all 
the data on which he could 


2 


lay his hands over a long 
period of time. He came up 
with amazing results — amaz- 
ing, that is, to those who 
swallowed the Red boasts and 
then passed them along as 
fact. The gist of this propa- 
ganda is that Soviet Russia’s 
productivity has been growing 
at the rate of at least six 
percent a year, against a 
piddling little growth by the 
United States of only about 
three percent. Dr.Clark found 
that the real growth in Russia 
over many years has averaged 
only a littleover one percent 
a year, compared with a steady 
growth in the United States 
over a 50-year period of more 
than double that amount. Com- 
munist productivity has actu- 
ally shown a serious drop in 
certain important fields - 
construction and food pro- 
duction, for example. Isn’t 
it time we quit scaring our- 
selves with fake Red figures? 


REAL VS. MODERN LIBERALS 


Several readers want to 
know why, whenever we mention 
‘liberals,’ we always refer to 
them as so-called ‘liber- 
als’ or modern ‘liberals,’ 
with quotes around the ‘li- 
beral.’ Why not call them 
just plain liberals, as op- 
posed to plain conservatives? 


These two words — ‘liberal’ 
and ‘conservative’ — are ex- 
tremely important in our 
political, economic and social 
life. They will become even 
more important in the next 
few years, because they are 
much more descriptive of a 
political and social philoso- 
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phy than the old party labels. 
It is no longer possible to 
know what a man stands for 
when you call him a Republican 
or a Democrat, because there 
are ‘liberals’ and conserva- 
tives in both parties. 

First, about the reason for 
putting the word ‘liberal’ in 
quotation marks, or designat- 
ing those who follow a liberal 
philosophy as ‘so-called’ or 
‘modern liberals.’ This is 
necessary in order to dis- 
tinguish the modern ‘liberal’ 
from the old-time liberal. 
The modern ‘liberal,’ whether 
he knows it or not, has suc- 
cessfully copied the communist 
technique of giving upside- 
down meanings to old words. 
This is most apparent - to 


anyone familiar with the his- 
tory of liberalism - when he 
sees a modern ‘liberal’ 
latching onto a fine old word 
like ‘liberal’ and using it 
to describe a philosophy 
directly opposite to its 
original meaning. 

In Europe, the first liber- 
als were industrialists and 
merchants. Around the time of 
the beginning of capitalism - 
when the old feudal system 
was dying — these merchants 
and businessmen were in re- 
volt against the domination 
of the people by a combina- 
tion of churchmen and aris- 
tocracy -or landed gentry, as 
the ancient noblemen were 
called. As the old liberal 
movement in Europe grew with 
the advance of the industrial 
revolution, it came to stand 
for political freedom - for 
giving more power, through 
the right to vote, to the 
people generally. These 1i- 
berals were thus opposed to 
the despotism, benevolent or 
otherwise, of the ruling 
nobles of church and state. 

In the America of the 19th 
and early 20th century, a 
liberal was really what we 
would nowcalla conservative. 
He stood for liberty - poli- 
tical, economic and religious 
liberty. Essentially, his 
concern was for the individu- 








al, as against the organized 
tyranny of either government 
or economic pressure groups. 
And generally,he was a strict 
constitutionalist because he 
knew that the Constitution of 
the United States was the 
greatest guarantee of indivi- 
dual liberty ever invented. 
The modern ‘liberal’ is 
therefore a far cry from the 
American liberal of 50 or 100 
years ago. The old liberal 
believed, with Thomas Jeffer- 
son, that that government is 
best which governs least. The 
modern ‘liberal’ believes in 
Big Government —- not big be- 
cause the country is vast, or 
the population large, but big 
so that more and more power 
is centered in government, and 
less and less control over 
his life and fortunes is left 
to the individual. This so- 


called ‘liberal’ believes 
that government — or the men 
who run government —is better 
able to manage the whole so- 
ciety. Of course, there are 
grades of modern ‘liberals’ 
just as there are grades of 
beans. Some want the govern- 
ment to manage just a little 
bit of our lives. Others want 
the government to manage half 
or two-thirds of our lives. 
Still others want the govern- 
ment to manage everything from 
birth to death. Whatever the 
grade of ‘liberal,’ in the 
final analysis modern ‘liber- 
alism’ means taking from the 
people a little, or part, or 
all of their substance, giv- 
ing it to a central govern- 
ment — which means an army of 
bureaucrats — and letting 
them say where, how, and when 
it should be used. 


CONSERVATIVES AND REACTIONARIES 


A conservative, onthe other 
hand, wishes to conserve what 
we have —or had. He wishes to 
keep and strengthen the gov- 
ernmental system which made 
us the freest people on earth; 
to maintain an economic sys- 
tem which, because it was 
free, brought us the greatest 
abundance in mankind’s his- 
tory. The word ‘conservative’ 
is often confused with the 


word ‘reactionary.’ The modern 
‘liberals’ deliberately pro- 
pound this confusion. They 
want to make it seem that a 
conservative is an old fuddy- 
duddy who lives in the dark 
and dismal past and does not 
want to change anything. But 
the true conservative is not 
opposed to change and pro- 
gress. He merely maintains 
that change, simply for the 
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sake of change, is not always 
necessarily good. Unlike the 
modern ‘liberals,’ he does 
not go overboard for every 
crackbrained notion which 
comes out of a government bu- 
reau or the Harvard Economics 
Department - or a so-called 
government ‘task force.’ As 
for progress, the conservative 
believes in true progress - 
much more so, really, than 
does the modern ‘liberal.’ 
But he believes such progress 
should always be made within 
the framework of our constitu- 
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tional, free-enterprise sys- 
tem — with the least possible 
coercion by the government of 
the individual American. 

Thus it is actually the‘ li- 
beral,’ not the conservative, 
who is the real reactionary. 
Modern ‘liberalism’ would 
return us to the tyrannical 
darkness of an all-powerful 
central state. Conservatism 
would rebuild the American 
Republic, and have us go for- 
ward to ever greater progress 
within the framework of our 
God-given liberties. 


Foregoing items covered in Mutual network broadcast 2/12/61 
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Book Review 

AS HE WAS 

MAN FROM MT. VERNON by Burke 
Boyce, 338 pages, Harper, 
N. Y., $4.50. 

Are we in a way of forget- 
ting the greatness and the 
valor of our national heroes? 
Perhaps we are, for many 
reasons. One reason may be 
that while we are a young 
nation as nations go, we have 
come too far in time from 
those who suffered and fought 
and bled that we might be 
free. The old heroes have be- 
come stilted paintings in a 
book, or statues in a public 
square. But these were men - 
human beings, even as you and 
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I. If we can recapture a 
portion of their thoughts, 
their struggles, their per- 
sonal relationships, these 
national heroes can come 
alive and we might again know 
the thrill and the inspira- 
tion of that which they be- 
queathed to us. 

The perfect medium for such 
an adventure, of course, is 
the historical novel, pro- 
vided the author keeps within 
the bounds of dramatic li- 
cense and does not stretch 
the facts too far. In select- 
ing George Washington as the 
subject of his novel, Burke 








Boyce chose perhaps the most 
difficult of that amazing 
group of First Americans to 
humanize. Many others have 
tried and failed, conceivably 
because they tried too hard 
and attempted to encompass 
too much. Mr. Boyce has suc- 
ceeded — admirably - in giv- 
ing us a unique, exciting and 
vivid picture of a great 
human being. Agnes Sligh 
Turnbull put it best. She 
said: ‘Until I read this book, 
Washington was for me a Great 
Name; now he is a person to 
know and love.’ 

Mr. Boyce confines his 
story to the period from 
Washington’s first command of 
the Continental Army, if such 


it could be called, at Boston, 


to Cornwallis’ surrender at 
Yorktown nearly six years 
later. Here is Washington as 
husband (and Martha in a new 
and interesting light), as a 
groping and awkward but loving 
father of a headstrong step- 
son, as the squire of his 
beloved Mount Vernon. Here 
also is the troubled and be- 
set general, who began with 
the dull weight of knowing 
how fine were the words of 


the Decl aration, but that it was 
he who must make them good - 
‘The Congress could proclaim, 
but he must do the fighting.’ 
Yet as the seemingly hopéless 
task proceeded - to include 
defeat after defeat, the 
terrible winter at Valley 


Forge, the heartbreak of 
Arnold’s treason, and much 
else - Washington himself 


grew greatly in stature. 
Even when things still looked 
black, he could cringe at the 
suggestion of young Lafayette, 
for whom he felt great af- 
fection, that Washington 
should ignore the Congress 
and become asort of Caesar in 
order to win the war. ‘He was 
fighting against tyranny, not 
for it, and personal tyranny 
was an evil weapon he could 
never bring himself to use.’ 
The author is an accomplish- 
ed storyteller, for he has 
the knack of keeping the 
reader on the edge of his seat 
as he follows the stirring 
accounts of incidents and 
episodes of which he already 
knows the outcome. This is a 
thoroughly enjoyable, even 
inspiring, book. 
- Rosalie Gordon 


“There are 99 nations in UN; 550f them combined contain few- 
er people than the U.S. alone. These nations have 55 times as 
much voting power in UN as our country. -CIRISTIAN ECONOMICS 


- 
BEYOND ITS BREAKING POINT 


“The contention that acknowledgments of and references to 
Almighty God are acceptable and desirablein all other phases 
of our public life but not in our public schools is, in my 
| Judgment, an attempt to stretch far beyond its breaking 
point the principle of separation of Church and State and to 
obscure one’s vision to the universally accepted tradition 
that ours is a Nation founded and nurtured upon belief 
| in God.” - Judge George J. Beldock, in a unanimous decision 
of the Appellate Division of N.Y. State Supreme Court up- 
holding right to recite a nondenominational prayer in the 
public schools. 


GROW-GROW FANATICS 


“We hear a lot about national economic growth nowadays, 
and how the new administration ought to take steps to jack 
it up to 4% or 5% a year and keep it at that rate.. 

“The Northwestern National Life Insurance Co.’s Family 
Economics Bureauhas just made a study of our national growth 
over the 5l-year period of 1910-60 inclusive, and has come 
up with some most interesting discoveries. 

“Last year, for example, our growth amounted to 2.34% over 
the year before. But the 1959 figure was 6.73%; so the aver- 
age for the two years exceeded 4%. 

“In some years, we’ ve grown by as much as 15%; in others, 
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8 
we’ ve shrunk-notably in 1946, when we slacked off by 10.93%; 
and in 1932, when the shrinkage was 14. 27%. 

“Over the five decades, however, our economic growth has 
averaged out at 2.875% per year 

““We’ ve multiplied our output of goods and services in that 
time by four, while our population has only doubled. There- 
fore, our average standard of living - our supply of goods 
and services per person — has also doubled. 

‘*This, despite three major wars, one major depression, 
frantic tinkering with the economy by some Presidents, and 
refusal to tinker with it by other Presidents. 

“We'll leave it to the grow-grow-grow fanatics to figure 
that one out.” — New York DAILY NEWS 
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